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REMARKS 

United States Serial No. .10/5? 1,728 was filed on November 8, 2006. Claims 1-20 are 
currently pending in the present application. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
allowance of claims 1-3, 5-1.9 and 21. 

35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claims 1-20 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph. The Office has 
alleged that the claims "are not commensurate with an enabling disclosure because applicants do 
not have support, for any lithium salt. Paragraph (0037] of applicants' specification requires that- 
-the It 1 Jim ill to 1 used n the pn >t in t on i b< ny om lithiu i a ire de iithian 
carbonate, and lithium sulfate, or combinations thereof--." 

Without concurring with the Office's allegations, claim 1 has been amended in order to 
recite, in pertinent part, "wherein the one or more kinds of lithium salts are at least one of lithium 
hydroxide, lithium carbonate, or lithium sulfate". Claim 20 has been canceled. Applicants 
respectfully submit that churns 1-3 and 5-19 are commensurate in scope with the present 
specification, and request, that this rejection be withdrawn. 

35 U,aC §§ 102 and 103 

Claims 1 -20 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(b) and (e) as anticipated by on in 
the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over. U.S. Patent No. 7,198,669 B2 to 
Angelskaar, et al. (the ' ;i 669 patent"). U.S. Patent No. 7 A 82.808 132 to Angelskaar, et al. (the 
"'808 patent"), WO 2006/074739 Al to Angelskaar, et al. (the "'"739 application"). U.S. Patent 
\pp it < s sbheati f 00 1 ' I to shim et ("the 1 ppik 1 
U.S. Patent Application Publication Mo. 2007/0054059 Al to Nakashirna, et al. (the '"059 
application"): the abstract of JP 2004-035387 A to Angelskaar, et al. (the "Japanese abstract"), or 
the abstract of WO 2005/040059 to Maltese, et ah ("Maltese"). 
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1 i p t i \, , it i | i ^ d k tin s 'Ill g 

as prior art under 35 U.S.C, § 102(b), as alleged by the Office. MFEP § 1893.03(b) states that 
"|'a]n international aeph u it » o i i n > t i 1 

with the filing date being the same in both stages. Often the date of entry into the national stage 
is confused with the filing date. It should be borne in mind that the filing elate of the international 
stage i) v k i 1 the filing da * i red stag ipphcatioi Hierefore; the 
t \ 1 <g v. t v\ K pu i. a ! a !< |t <. 1 ? 1 1 > > Ik »i Jitini i t >< 
date: August 18.2004. 

MFEP § 706.02(a)(:fl) states that "[i'Jf the publication or issue date of the reference is 
more than 1 year prior to the effective filing date of the application (MPEP § 706.02), the 
el a qu d'i nio irt unde; ? C. 102t h tpanese abstract was publish' t 

< h ^ ^ \ k > ! I t to o i j ■ t I'M r i i 0 i i' d in uf t k p < - n 
p 1 in Applicant therefore respectfully tit that the Japanese abstract does not qualify 
as prior art under § 102(b) with respect to the present application. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the date of invention for purposes of § 102(c) of the 
present application is at least as early as August 18, 2004. which is the international filing date of 
the present application. Applicant respectfully submits that the '739 application does not qualify 
as prior art under § 1 02(e). In order tor an international application to qualify as prior art under § 
102(e), the application must designate the U.S. A review of the cover of the : 739 application 
reveals that the U.S. is not listed as a designated state. Also, the filing date of the "739 
n>pl > >n \in ubt !' > ta t o« t 1 ! it->i 4l« Moot iqijk'ioi ^ hn v 

at least \ s August 18 00 he it lion In date h n foi Vppli j 
respectfully submits that the "739 application does not qualify as prior art with respect to the 
present application. 

further, Applicant respectfully submits thai the '473 application, the ; 059 application, 
and Maltese do not quality as poor art with respect to the present application. All three of these 
documents were filed after the date of invention of the present application, which is at least as 
early as August I 8, 2004. the international filing date. 
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in summary, the only documents cited by the Office which have relevant elates which are 
<. a Is uerna nai fiiin i fthej t 1 vtioi i hit i 9 pates h 808 i en 
and the Japanese abstract. However, the priority date of the present application, September 19, 
2003, which establishes an earlier date of invention ihan the international filing date for the 
present application, is prior to the relevant dates with respect to the '808 patent and the Japanese 
abstract Phus, the "808 patem caul the \p ion. wmaei i * not p-m an viui mqxa it. the 
present claims, 

Claims i and 1 1 have been amended to recite, in pertinent part, "wherein the ratio A/S of 
the number of moles of AI2O3 (A) to the number of moles of S(>, (S) in the liquid accelerator is 
0.35 to 0.55." Claim 4 has been canceled without prejudice. Support for these amendments can 
be found in paragraph [0039] of the present specification. (Claims 2 and 8 have been amended 
to correct typographical errors; no new matter has been added.} None of the '669 patent, the 
'80S patent, or the Japanese abstract, alone or in combination, teach or snggest this recited 
aiure \ppih a met ore resj ctfoib requests thai hit rejections oi claims 1 20 be 
withdrawn. 

Claim 21 has been added. Support for claim 21 can be found in paragraphs [0037] 
through [0039] of the present specification. As supported by paragraphs [0037] and [0038], 
claim 21 further defines the lithium salt as providing a content of lithium ions in the liquid 
accelerator in the range of 0.01 to 1 .0% by mass of cement in a mortar or concrete composition 
into which the liquid accelerator is to be added. Paragraph [0039] is directed to the ratio A/S as 
recited in claim 21. Since claim 21 incorporates the recitation of "wherein the ratio A/S of the 
number of moles of AI2O3 (A) to the number of moles of SO3 (S j in the liquid accelerator is 0.35 
to 0.55", it is respectfully submitted that, claim 21 is not taught, or suggested by any of the above 
references. 

In view of the amendments and remarks set forth herein. Applicant respectfully requests 
that the 35 U.S.C. §§ 102. 103 and i 12 rejections of claims 1 -20 be withdrawn and that a formal 
Notice of Allowance be issued with respect to claims i -3, 5-1 9 and 21 . 
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Should there be any questions regarding the above amendments or remarks, Die 
undersigned attorney would welcome a telephone call. 

Respect ly submitted, 

Jov Cu'tfolt. ) ,q tRc. \o i8A /) 

vai; i A Sidoti Esq (Ke£ Ho 43,921 
Curatolo Sidoti Co., EPA 
Customer No. 23575 24500 Center Ridge Road, Suite 280 

Cleveland, Ohio 441.45 
Telephone; 440.808.00n 
Facsimile: 440.808.0657 
Attorney for Applicants 



